.1 , can be understood as varying along the dimensions of regime type (how democratic each country was, conceptualized as the average of each country's Polity IV score during the post-independence decade) and regime stability (how stable its regime was, conceptualized as the variation around the average of each country's Polity IV score during the post-independence decade), though these are not entirely analytically separable. Noticeably, India's democratic stability and Pakistan's autocratic instability emerged immediately after independence and were clearly established by 1958. What explains this puzzling divergence in India's and Pakistan's democratic trajectories?
In answering that question, this book seeks to help shed new light on the causes of democratization in post-colonial countries. How and why have some newly independent states been able to establish durable democracies whereas others frequently oscillate between fragile democracies and unstable autocracies? Understanding the conditions under which post-colonial states were able to create both democratic regimes and stable regimes is of critical importance to political scientists and policy-makers alike.
Like India and Pakistan, many post-colonial countries shared similar features in that they gained independence in the two decades after the end of World War II and in that they did so with relatively under-developed economies and the vestiges of a colonial state. Yet the literature explaining democratization, with few exceptions, has not generalized comparative 1958 1950 1953 1956 1959 1962 1965 1968 1971 1974 1977 1980 1983 1986 1989 1992 1995 1998 The argument 3 lessons from the democratization experiences of South Asia. Learning from the democratization experiences of countries in the world's most populous region has the potential to contribute to and possibly modify our explanations of post-colonial democratization experiences elsewhere.
Investigating the variance in political development in India and Pakistan is also important because they are two large, politically significant countries whose regime outcomes have seldom been compared systematically.
1 Dismissing the Indian case of democratization as an empirical outlier, as many studies of democratization do, is simply inadequate when that case constitutes over one-sixth of the world's population. An inability to explain or predict India's democracy signifi es a central problem with our theoretical understanding of democratization and regime stability in a low-income setting.
Yet if the study of comparative democratization seeks to distill a set of logically consistent causes that explicate a broad range of democratization experiences, any explanation of India's democratic stability ought also to be able to elucidate the failure of the same in Pakistan. While many studies have investigated the success of India's democracy in isolation, very few have simultaneously judged their causal explanations against the experience of Pakistan.
2 A close historical comparison with a country whose regime trajectory was very different while its major structural features were largely similar enables a compelling causal analysis.
The remainder of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. In the fi rst section, I detail my argument. The second section explains in greater depth how this argument contributes to the existing scholarly literature on democratization. A third section examines the alternative historical and theoretical explanations for regime outcomes in India and Pakistan. And a fourth section briefl y describes the further organization of the book.
I. The argument
The core argument advanced in this book is that, fi rst, the kinds of social classes leading each country's independence movement and, second, the 1 The only in-depth comparison of India and Pakistan's democratic divergence based on a thorough review of both primary and secondary sources is Jalal ( 1995 ). Other comparative works, discussed in the alternative explanations, include Chadda ( 2000 ) , Talbot ( 2000 ) , Stern ( 2001 ), and Oldenberg ( 2010 ) . 2 The most prominent case-specifi c analyses of regime outcomes are, for India, Rudolph and Rudolph ( 1967 ) , Kothari ( 1970 ), and Kohli ( 2001 ) and for Pakistan, Sayeed ( 1968 ) , Jalal ( 1990 ) , McGrath ( 1996 ), Talbot ( 1988 ), and Cohen ( 2004 strength of the dominant political party at independence were the most important causes of India's and Pakistan's divergent democratic trajectories. Specifi cally, the fi rst of the book's two organizing claims is that the class interests dominating each country's independence movement critically impacted its post-independence regime type . All social groups in British India desired material gains and greater social prestige. But which political goals were perceived to promote upward mobility was relative to not just the wealth and social status of other class groupings but existing patterns of colonial patronage, the social identities available for mobilization, and the range of alliance partners. In particular, the fact that a colonially entrenched landed aristocracy formed and dominated the independence movement for Pakistan made it highly unlikely that a country governed by such a movement would become democratic. This is because the landed aristocracy was a politically over-represented and disproportionately powerful social group that stood to lose substantially by adopting a genuinely representative system of government in which it could not guarantee its continued political dominance. A landed aristocracy with a disproportionate share of material resources and political power was quite likely to oppose a regime which would institutionalize opportunities for the redeployment of material resources and political capital to other social groups.
The fact that an urban, educated middle class formed and dominated the Indian independence movement made it possible, though by no means inevitable, that a post-independence India would be democratic. Middle classes strategically forge whatever alliances they can to best promote upward mobility. In the historically specifi c context of a well-developed state apparatus, an under-developed economy, and a colonial regime that entrenched large landowners and was unwilling to devolve power, the urban, educated middle class of colonial India stood to gain (employment and political power) by advocating for a more representative political regime. While this class initially sought only limited enfranchisement, the strategic pursuit of its interests led to the propagation and institutionalization of universal adult franchise and other democratic institutions in the pre-independence decades. Class interests, historically understood, thus had a powerful impact on the type of regime each movement was likely to establish upon independence.
The second organizing claim of this book is that, in the decades before independence, these different social classes created political parties which varied in their strengths and that this strength was the most important explanation for each country's regime stability upon independence. I defi ne
The argument 5 party strength along the three constituent sub-variables of programmatic ideology (programmatic versus vague), coherent distributive alliances (coherent if the distributive interests were relatively aligned), and robust intra-party organization (well-developed versus undeveloped).
On the fi rst dimension of programmatic ideology, I show below how the strategic pursuit of narrow class interests led to the formulation of nationalist ideologies that, over time, began to differ in their programmatic content. The presence of programmatic content within its nationalist ideology substantially affected each country's likelihood of regime stability after independence because such content facilitated the party's ability to broker compromises among its diverse membership. This organizational resource, where it existed, could be utilized to resolve new confl icts in the post-independence era. Pakistani nationalism was not programmatic, defi ned almost wholly by its opposition to Congress rule, and was characterized by neither clear principles nor practices associated with those principles. This weak form of nationalism meant that Pakistan's political party was unable to invoke a programmatic basis for reconciling regime-building political confl icts. Indian nationalism was defi ned not only in opposition to colonial rule but also by an adherence to a set of economic and social principles and costly actions associated with those principles. The presence of a programmatic nationalism which became valued in and of itself in India meant that, upon independence, India's governing political party was more able to reconcile post-independence state-building confl icts by invoking the substantive goals of nationalism as a basis for political compromise.
At the same time, the content of the nationalism that each party espoused in the lead-up to independence substantially affected post-independence regime type because such programmatic content, where it existed, provided the organizing ideas for governing in the inevitably chaotic aftermath of independence. If nationalism was centered upon egalitarian norms before independence, as it was in India, then democratic forms of government were more likely to be adopted after independence, both because these norms had become the institutional basis for party organization and because the norms had become symbolically important to party members. Upon Indian independence, there was little benefi t and substantial cost to rejecting egalitarian norms. In contrast, Pakistani nationalism was not egalitarian, but this mattered little because that nationalism remained weakly institutionalized. All in all, the presence of a programmatic nationalism made the political party stronger and substantially more able to provide for post-independence regime stability while the substantive content of that nationalism impacted the type of stable regime that was created.
On the second dimension of coherent distributive alliances, I show below how the strategic pursuit of narrow class interests in each country led to the creation of alliances that differed in terms of their distributive coherence and that greater distributive coherence critically supported post-independence regime stability . To marshal mass support for colonial independence, Pakistan's nascent nationalist movement created alliances with a landed aristocracy and a peasant movement, two social groups that subsequently formed the core support bases of Pakistan's independence movement. Because the distributive interests of its two core alliance partners were in almost diametric opposition to each other, this alliance rapidly dissolved when post-independence regime-building required power-sharing compromises. By contrast, India's independence movement was, at the time of independence, substantively based on an alliance between the urban and rural middle classes. These social classes shared an interest in marginal redistribution away from the colonial regime and the large landed aristocracy but also in preventing any downwards redistribution toward subordinate socio-economic groups. The representation of relatively coherent distributive interests within India's dominant political party meant the party was better able to broker state-building compromises after independence, thus providing for regime stability .
Finally, on the dimension of intra-party organization, I demonstrate that the pursuit of narrow class interests in each country led to the creation of intra-party organizations which varied in their robustness and that this variation critically affected the likelihood of post-independence regime stability . At independence, Pakistan's dominant political party was minimally developed and heavily dependent upon its charismatic leadership while India's independence movement resembled a relatively disciplined and centralized party organization. Upon independence, the presence of a more developed intra-party organization meant that India's dominant political party was able to more quickly and decisively broker regime-building compromises after independence, thus providing for regime stability .
In sum, this study argues that the strategic pursuit of class interests in a historically specifi c context led to the alternate promotion of or resistance to representative democracy and the consequent construction of stronger or weaker political parties. Upon independence, the nature of dominant class interests and the content of its nationalist ideology primarily 
Defi ning democracy
As serious normative and defi nitional problems arise when democracy is defi ned either in terms of its sources or its effects, this study adopts a procedural defi nition in which democracy is defi ned as "that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people 's vote." 3 This Schumpeterian defi nition views a regime as democratic to the extent it enables candidates to freely compete for votes in an election as well as the presence of civil and political liberties that make such competition meaningful. To the extent that military coups, rigged elections, jailing of political opponents, and the censorship of media characterize a regime, it is less democratic. By this defi nition, for almost A democracy is also procedurally defi ned by decision-making according to the majoritarian principle of "one individual, one vote," given the important qualifi cation that such decision-making respects a basic set of rights. Said differently, so long as majoritarian rule does not substantively impinge on the enumerated or implied rights of protected groups or individuals, the process of decision-making by a popular majority, with one vote accorded to each person, procedurally defi nes democratic decision-making because it is taken to best operationalize political equality. 4 Democratic theorists tend to view constitutional or legal protections for discrete cultural practices of minority groups ( particularly so in ethnically divided societies) or individual rights (such as freedom of press and association) as entirely consistent with majoritarian rule. Permanently allocating specifi c groups extra-proportional representation , such that the procedural basis of "one person, one vote" is violated, is generally thought of as procedurally inconsistent with democracy.
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Practically speaking, while a movement advocating for the protection of minority rights in specifi c, restricted domains (e.g. language, the protection of certain cultural and religious practices, or minority veto rights on specifi cally enumerated issues) can be entirely consistent with the establishment of a democratic regime, permanent decision-making procedures that are not based on "one individual, one vote" violate a defi ning characteristic of democracy. This distinction is germane to the argument developed below because Pakistan's independence movement ultimately sought not to carve out specifi c domains for the protection of Muslim rights (e.g. the right of regional languages to be recognized, discrete religious practices, or even proportional representation, all of which would have been entirely consistent with the establishment of a democracy) but instead sought to permanently institutionalize a governing system whereby a Muslim vote would procedurally count as more than one non-Muslim vote. By the standard democratic defi nition of majoritarian rule then, Pakistan's independence movement could not be termed a proto-democratic movement.
